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REMARKS 

In the Office Action mailed December 16, 2004, the Examiner rejected Claims 1, 8 and 
10 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by the Levitt reference (U.S. Patent 
No. 2,698,948). The Examiner did, however, indicate that Claims 2-7 and 9 would be allowable 
if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims. By this paper, the Applicant has amended Claim 2 to be written in 
independent form and has further amended Claim 1 to distinguish the art of record. The 
Applicant has further submitted additional Claim 1 1 which incorporates the subject matter of 
Claims 1, 8 and 9 which the Examiner indicated would be allowable. Hence, reconsideration of 
the above-captioned application in light of the amendments and remarks contained herein is now 
respectfully requested. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner indicated that Claim 2 would be allowable if amended 
into an independent claim incorporating all of the limitations of Claim 1. By this paper, the 
Applicant has amended Claim 2 to incorporate the limitations of Claim 1 and therefore submits 
that Claim 2 is allowable. 

With respect to Claim 1, the Applicant submits that Levitt fails to disclose a tabletop for 
supporting a baby that is slidably mounted on the structure for movement relative to the baby 
bath where the movement is generally horizontal such that when in use the baby can be removed 
from the baby bath and placed on the change table and the change table itself can be slid over the 
baby bath for safety (See, e.g., Claim 1 as amended). In reviewing the Levitt reference, the 
Applicant notes that the table is not generally horizontally moveable, rather it is pivotally 
attached to the support structure. Moreover, as illustrated in Figure 6, the table does not extend 
over the entire bathtub in the manner claimed by the Applicant. For these reasons, the Applicant 
submits that Claim 1 as amended is allowable over the art of record. 

By this paper, the Applicant is also adding additional independent Claim 11 which 
incorporates the subject matter of original Claims 1, 8 and 9. In the Office Action, the Examiner 
indicated that the subject matter of Claim 9 and the intervening claims would be allowable over 
the art record. Consequently, the Applicant believes that newly added Claim 1 1 is allowable 
over the art of record. 



Appl. No. : 10/685,936 

Filed : October 15, 2003 



SUMMARY 



Based on the foregoing, the Applicant submits that Claims 1, 2 and 1 1 are allowable over 
the art of record. The Applicant further submits that Claims 3-10 define additional patentable 
subject matter and are also patentable due to their respective dependencies on Claim 2. As a 
consequence, the Applicant believes that the above-captioned application is in condition for 
allowance and requests the prompt allowance of the same. Should there be any impediment to 
the prompt allowance of this application that could be resolved by a telephone conference, the 
Examiner is respectfully requested to call the undersigned at the number shown below. 

Please charge any additional fees, including any fees for additional extension of time, or 
credit overpayment to Deposit Account No. 11-1410. 
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